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September 6, 2011 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: State Board of Education 
 
FROM: Mike Flanagan, Chairman 
 
SUBJECT: Approval of Recommended New Cut Scores on the Michigan Educational 

Assessment Program (MEAP) and Michigan Merit Examination (MME) Consistent 
with Career and College Readiness 

 
This item is a follow up to the item from the February 2011 Board meeting in which the Board 
approved moving forward with a study to establish new MEAP and MME cut scores consistent 
with Career and College Readiness. 
 
Recommended Cut Scores 
 
The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) has conducted the study to establish new MEAP 
and MME cut scores.  Details of the study are presented in Attachment A.  The study was 
conducted with significant involvement of staff from ACT, Inc., the National Center for 
Educational Achievement, and the Michigan Department of Education Measurement Research 
& Psychometrics unit.  The recommended new cut scores as identified in this collaborative 
study are presented in Tables 1 through 4 below for Mathematics, Reading, Science, and Social 
Studies respectively: 
 
Table 1. Recommended New MEAP and MME Mathematics Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1093 1116 1138 
MEAP 8 809 830 865 
MEAP 7 714 731 776 
MEAP 6 614 629 675 
MEAP 5 516 531 584 
MEAP 4 423 434 470 
MEAP 3 322 336 371 
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Table 2. Recommended New MEAP and MME Reading Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1081 1108 1141 
MEAP 8 796 818 853 
MEAP 7 698 721 760 
MEAP 6 602 619 653 
MEAP 5 501 521 565 
MEAP 4 395 419 478 
MEAP 3 301 324 364 

 
Table 3. Recommended New MEAP and MME Science Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1106 1126 1144 
MEAP 8 826 845 863 
MEAP 5 526 553 567 

 
Table 4. Recommended New MEAP and MME Social Studies Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1097 1129 1158 
MEAP 9 899 928 960 
MEAP 6 593 625 649 

 
Writing was not included in the study because (1) the MEAP writing test was new in Fall 2011 
and does not have the data necessary to map cut scores on the MEAP back from cut scores on 
the MME, (2) the MME writing cut score is already similar to the ACT writing college ready 
benchmark, and (3) the MEAP writing cut scores were already set to be consistent with the 
MME writing cut scores. 
 
To give further context to this memorandum, the impact of the recommended cut scores (given 
as if the cut scores had been adopted for the 2010-11 school year) compared to the old cut 
scores is given in Attachment B.  The percentages that would have been in each performance 
category given the new cut scores are provided in Attachment C.  Finally, the approximate 
percent correct scores required to pass the MEAP and MME are given in Attachment D to 
provide further context regarding the need to raise cut scores to a more rigorous career and 
college ready level. 
 
It is recommended that the State Board of Education approve the recommended new MEAP 
and MME cut scores for the 2011-12 school year and subsequent years as delineated in the 
memorandum dated September 6, 2011. 
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Attachment A 
 

Description of the Study Performed to Identify New Cut Scores 
 

Purpose 
 
The purpose of this study was to identify three new sets of cut scores on the Michigan 
Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) and the Michigan Merit Examination (MME).  The first 
set of cut scores is to represent being on track to succeed in a postsecondary educational 
experience (for MME) and being on track to success in the next grade level tested (for MEAP).  
The second set of cut scores is to represent being advanced beyond being on track to succeed 
in the next level of education.  The final set of cut scores is to represent a level of achievement 
below being on track to succeed in the next level of education. 
 
Three types of links needed to be made in order to identify cut scores.  The first is to link 11th 
grade MME scores to freshman college grades to identify cut scores on the MME.  The second is 
to link MME scores to MEAP scores to identify cut scores on one or more grades of the MEAP.  
The third is to link MEAP scores in one grade to MEAP scores in another grade to identify cut 
scores on one the remaining grades of the MEAP. 
 
Methods 
 
Three different methodologies were used in identifying the cut scores.  Logistic Regression (LR) 
and Signal Detection Theory (SDT) were used to link 11th grade MME scores to freshman college 
grades.  LR, SDT, and Equipercentile Cohort Matching (ECM) were used to link MEAP score to 
MME and to link MEAP scores in one grade to MEAP scores in other grades. 
 
The LR model used in this study takes the form 
 

 

 
where 
 
 success  is defined as a B or better in college, as proficiency on the MME, or as proficiency 

on the MEAP; 
  is the probability of success; 
 e is the base of the natural logarithm; 
  is the intercept of the logistic regression; 
  is the slope of the logistic regression; and 
  is the MME or MEAP score being used to predict success. 
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The criterion used with the LR model is the score on the MEAP or MME that gives a 50% 
probability of success.  For example, in identifying the MME cut score, it identified the MME 
score that gives a 50% probability of receiving a B or better on college. 
 
The SDT model used in this study maximizes the rates of consistent classification from one 
grade to another.  For example, in identifying the MME cut score, it identifies the MME score 
that maximizes the percentage of students who 
 

 Received a B or better AND were considered proficient on the MME, or 

 Received a B- or worse AND were considered not proficient on the MME. 
 
For predicting success in a college class from an MME score, let X denote a score on the MME.  
The total sample of students is divided into four subsets. 
 
A00(X) = the number of students who score below X on the MME, and get a grade of below B in 

the college class (are unsuccessful). 
A01(X) = the number of students who score below X on the MME, and get a grade of B or better 

in the college class (are successful). 
A10(X) = the number of students who score at or above X on the MME, and get a grade of below 

B in the college class (are unsuccessful). 
A11(X) = the number of students who score at or above X on the MME, and get a grade of B or 

better in the college class (are successful). 
 
The method chooses a cut score X that maximizes A00(X) + A11(X). 
 
For the MEAP to MME targets, the formulation above works as well, with successful and 
unsuccessful being defined as scoring at or above the MME cuts core and scoring below the 
MME cut score, respectively. Specifically, the same parameterization can be applied when back 
mapping from a known cut score on the next highest grade assessed. For example, to predict 
success on the MME Mathematics from grade 8 MEAP Mathematics scores, the total sample of 
students is again divided into the four aforementioned subsets, but the model is parameterized 
as follows: 
 
A00(X) = the number of students who score below X on the grade 8 MEAP, and score below the 

MME Mathematics cut score. 
A01(X) = the number of students who score below X on the grade 8 MEAP, and score at or above 

the MME Mathematics cut score. 
A10(X) = the number of students who score at or above X on the grade 8 MEAP, and score below 

the MME Mathematics cut score. 
A11(X) = the number of students who score at or above X on the grade 8 MEAP, and score at or 

above the MME Mathematics cut score. 
 
Note that under mild monotonicity assumptions, this method is equivalent to choosing the 
score point such that the conditional probability of exceeding the cut score equals .5. To the 
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extent that the assumption holds, LR and SDT should derive similar solutions.  Finally, the SDT 
analyses were run using smoothed distributions of student scores for both MEAP and MME to 
avoid any effects of jaggedness of either distribution on the results. 
 
After identifying the cut score for proficiency on the MME, the cut scores were then mapped 
backward onto the MEAP to achieve the same type of results (meaning that the known 
outcome was then proficiency on the MME and the unknown outcome was proficiency on the 
MEAP). 
 
Because both LR and SDT are subject to regression effects, it was important to address these 
effects by having the minimum number of links in defining each grade level’s cut score.  By 
linking each grade to the grade just previous to it, there would be seven links for the third grade 
cut score as shown here: 
 

1. Linking grade 11 MME to college grades. 
2. Linking grade 8 MEAP to grade 11 MME. 
3. Linking grade 7 MEAP to grade 8 MEAP. 
4. Linking grade 6 MEAP to grade 7 MEAP. 
5. Linking grade 5 MEAP to grade 6 MEAP. 
6. Linking grade 4 MEAP to grade 5 MEAP. 
7. Linking grade 3 MEAP to grade 4 MEAP. 

 
Instead, a different linking scheme was implemented which limited the maximum number of 
links created to identify any grade level’s cut score to three.  Table A1 shows the links for each 
grade and content area to demonstrate that the maximum number of links was three. 
 
Because both LR and SDT are subject to regression away from the mean (meaning that they can 
inflate cut scores if they are above the mean, or deflate them if they are below the mean), the 
results of the LR and SDT models were carefully inspected to assure that any place in which 
there was evidence of regression effects, a different methodology was used. 
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Table A1. Links in Tying Cut Scores on MME and MEAP to College Grades. 
Cut Score 

Links created Content Area Grade 

Mathematics and 
Reading 

3 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 7 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 
#3. Grade 3 MEAP to Grade 7 MEAP 

4 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 7 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 
#3. Grade 4 MEAP to Grade 7 MEAP 

5 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 7 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 
#3. Grade 5 MEAP to Grade 7 MEAP 

6 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 7 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 
#3. Grade 6 MEAP to Grade 7 MEAP 

7 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 7 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 

8 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 8 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 

11 #1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 

Science and Social 
Studies 

5/6 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 8/9 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 
#3. Grade 5/6 MEAP to Grade 8/9 MEAP 

8/9 
#1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 
#2. Grade 8/9 MEAP to Grade 11 MME 

11 #1. Grade 11 MME to College Grades 

 
ECM was also used for the backmapping from MME onto MEAP to check for regression effects.  
Because ECM is a symmetric methodology, it cannot display any regression effects, and can 
therefore serve as a check for regression effects in the other two methods.  The way ECM was 
used to backmap cut scores onto MEAP was to: 
 

 Take the cohorts that took both the MME and the highest grade level of the MEAP. 

 Identify the percentage of the matched cohorts that were proficient on the MME. 

 Identify the score on the MEAP that as the cut score gives the most similar percentage 
passing the MEAP. 

 Take the cohorts that took both the highest grade level of the MEAP and the next grade 
level down. 

 Identify the percentage of the matched cohorts that were proficient on the highest level 
of the MEAP. 

 Identify the score on the next grade level down that as the cut score gives the most 
similar percentage passing the MEAP. 

 Repeat the process with the next grade level down until reaching the lowest grade level 
of MEAP. 
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The reasons that three methods were used were the following: 
 

 LR and SDT served as a validation of each other. 

 ECM served as a check on regression effects. 
 
The three methodologies have different aims.  LR aims to identify the score that gives a fixed 
probability of success.  SDT aims to maximize consistent classifications from one level to the 
next.  ECM aims to identify cut scores across grade levels that are approximately equally 
rigorous in terms of impact.  Although they have different aims, they should give similar results.  
Therefore, it is important to determine which results to use in what circumstances. 
 
SDT was considered the preferred methodology because its aim was to maximize consistent 
classification from one level to the next (an inherently desirable outcome in that if a student is 
classified as proficient in one grade, they can be reasonably expected to be proficient in the 
next grade given typical education).  Where SDT and LR were affected by regression effects, 
ECM was preferable in that it would produce non-inflated/deflated cut scores.  Therefore, the 
results were inspected to determine whether SDT and/or LR were affected by regression 
effects.  Where there was no evidence of regression effects, SDT results were used.  Where 
there was evidence of regression effects, ECM results were used. 
 
Several different analyses were carried out to identify the three sets of cut scores for MME, 
which were then backmapped to MEAP.  First, the partially proficient, proficient, and advanced 
cut scores were analyzed in terms of students receiving a C or better, B or better, and A or 
better, respectively.  Second, the proficient and advanced cut scores were analyzed in terms of 
receiving a B or better in a 2-year or 4-year college, respectively.  Finally, the partially proficient, 
proficient, and advanced cut scores were analyzed in terms of students having a 1/3, 1/2, and 2/3 
probability of receiving a B or better, respectively. 
 
Data 
 
The data used for this study included grades in first credit-bearing freshman courses in 
Michigan public two-year and four-year colleges and universities.  The college courses used for 
the analysis of each MME content area were as given in Table A2.  Note that Writing is not 
included in this analysis.  This is because (1) the MEAP writing test was new in Fall 2011 and 
does not have the data necessary to map cut scores on the MEAP back from cut scores on the 
MME, (2) the MME writing cut score is already similar to the ACT writing college ready 
benchmark, and (3) the MEAP writing cut scores were already set to be consistent with the 
MME writing cut scores. 
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Table A1. College Courses Used for the Analysis of each MME Content Area. 
MME Content Area College Courses Used 

Mathematics College Algebra. 

Reading 
Courses identified by 4-year universities.  Reading-heavy courses such as entry-
level literature, history, philosophy, or psychology for 2-year universities. 

Science 
Courses identified by 4-year universities.  Entry level biology, chemistry, physics, 
or geology for 2-year universities. 

Social Studies 
Courses identified by 4-year universities.  Entry level history, geography, or 
economics for 2-year universities. 

 
There were nine cohorts for which data were available to perform the study.  They are those 
identified in Table A3.  Cohort 1 is the only cohort for which college course grade data are 
available (where freshman year in college is listed as grade 13).  Each cohort goes back to a 
minimum of grade 3 (since grade 3 is the lowest grade in which students were tested on MEAP).  
Each cohort goes back only to the 2005-06 (05-06) school year (since each MEAP test was new 
in the 2005-2006 school year). 
 
Table A3. Cohorts with Data Available for this Study.  

Cohort 

Grade 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 - - - - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 
2 - - - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - 
3 - - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - 
4 - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - 
5 - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - 
6 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - 
7 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - 
8 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - - 
9 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - - - 

10 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - - - - 

 
The links that had to be made using SDT and LR, and the data used to make those links are 
listed in Table A4 for mathematics and reading.  A similar scheme was used for science and 
social studies.  In Table A4, the data in bold are the data used to make the link between MME 
and college grades.  The underlined data are the data used to make the link between MEAP and 
MME.  The italicized data are the data used to make the link between different MEAP grades.  
With over 100,000 students per cohort, this is a very large set of data used to create the links.  
For the ECM method of backmapping, the data shaded in gray are the data used to create the 
links. 
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Table A4. Links and Data Used to Make Links in Mathematics and Reading. 

Cohort 

Grade 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1 - - - - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 

2 - - - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - 

3 - - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - 

4 - - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - 

5 - 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - 

6 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - 

7 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - 

8 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - - 

9 08-09 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - - - 

10 09-10 10-11 - - - - - - - - - 

 
Results 
 
The analyses using college grades of A, B, and C were not usable. The cut scores identified when 
using the criterion of A or better were in many cases so high that they were not measurable on 
the MEAP.  The cut scores identified when using the criterion of C or better were so low that 
they were in the range of scores attainable by chance. 
 
The analyses using college grades of B or better from 2-year versus 4-year colleges were also 
unusable.  While the 2-year college data resulted in slightly lower cut scores than 4-year college 
data, they were within measurement error of each other.  Therefore, the final analyses used 
both 2-year and 4-year college data together. 
 
Therefore, the results using the criteria of probabilities of 1/3, 1/2, and 2/3 were carried out and 
are the ones used to establish the recommended partially proficient, proficient, and advanced 
cut scores. 
 
The results of the LR and SDT analyses were nearly identical in identifying cut scores on the 
MME.  Therefore, as SDT is the preferable methodology, SDT results were used for the cut 
scores on the MME.  The results of SDT and LR in backmapping the proficient cuts for MEAP 
were not detectably affected by regression effects1.  Because SDT was the preferable 
methodology, the SDT cuts were used for the proficient bar on MEAP. 
 

                                                 
1
 The SDT results for the proficient cuts were above the mean, but were slightly lower than the ECM cuts.  Had the 

SDT results been affected by regression, they would have been inflated and would have surpassed the ECM cuts. 
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However, the results of LR and SDT were clearly affected by regression effects in backmapping 
the partially proficient and advanced cut scores to MEAP2.  Therefore, ECM was used to 
backmap the partially proficient and advanced cut scores. 
 
The cut scores resulting from the analyses are given in Tables A5 through A8, respectively, for 
mathematics, reading, science, and social studies. 
 
Table A5. Recommended New MEAP and MME Mathematics Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1093 1116 1138 
MEAP 8 809 830 865 
MEAP 7 714 731 776 
MEAP 6 614 629 675 
MEAP 5 516 531 584 
MEAP 4 423 434 470 
MEAP 3 322 336 371 

 
Table A6. Recommended New MEAP and MME Reading Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1081 1108 1141 
MEAP 8 796 818 853 
MEAP 7 698 721 760 
MEAP 6 602 619 653 
MEAP 5 501 521 565 
MEAP 4 395 419 478 
MEAP 3 301 324 364 

 
Table A7. Recommended New MEAP and MME Science Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1106 1126 1144 
MEAP 8 826 845 863 
MEAP 5 526 553 567 

 
Table A8. Recommended New MEAP and MME Social Studies Cut Scores. 

Assessment Grade Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

MME 11 1097 1129 1158 
MEAP 9 899 928 960 
MEAP 6 593 625 649 

 

                                                 
2
 The SDT and LR results were far above the mean for the advanced cut and were below the mean for the partially 

proficient cut.  The resulting SDT and LR cuts were more extreme than the ECM results, and became even more 
extreme in grades where there were more links there were in the chain. 
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Finally, classification consistency rates are given in Tables A9 for the links from MME to college 
grades, from MEAP to MME, and from one grade to another for MEAP. 

 
Table A9. Classification Consistency Rates. 

Content 
Area Grade 

Cut Score 

Partially Proficient Proficient Advanced 

Mathematics 

11 - 65% - 

8 83% 86% 95% 

7 81% 84% 95% 

6 82% 83% 96% 

5 81% 84% 95% 

4 80% 82% 94% 

3 77% 80% 95% 

Reading 

11 - 63% - 

8 83% 78% 87% 

7 86% 76% 85% 

6 85% 74% 83% 

5 88% 75% 84% 

4 80% 82% 94% 

3 80% 72% 86% 

Science 

11 - 67% - 

8 80% 84% 92% 

5 76% 82% 92% 

Social 
Studies 

11 - 63% - 

9 85% 81% 91% 

6 81% 77% 91% 

 
The classification consistency rates presented for grade 11 represents the percentage of 
students classified as either (1) both receiving a B or better and proficient or above on MME or 
(2) both receiving a B- or worse and partially proficient or below on MME.  It is not possible to 
create classification consistency rates for the partially proficient and advanced cuts for grade 11 
since the threshold for those two cut scores is not 50%. 
 
The classification consistency rates presented for the proficient cut in grades 3 through 9 
represent the percentage of students who were consistently classified as either proficient or 
above or consistently classified as partially proficient or below from one grade level to the next 
grade level up.  The classification consistency rates presented for the partially proficient cut in 
grades 3 through 9 represent the percentage of students who were consistently classified as 
either partially proficient or above or consistently classified as not proficient from one grade 
level to the next grade level up.   The classification consistency rates presented for the 
advanced cut in grades 3 through 9 represent the percentage of students who were 
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consistently classified as either advanced or consistently classified as proficient or below from 
one grade level to the next grade level up.    
 
Table A9 shows that the lowest classification consistency is from MME to college grades.  ACT 
Inc. indicated that this level of classification consistency is consistent with that obtained in 
other states for which they have conducted similar analyses.  The remaining classification 
consistency rates indicate a high degree of stability from grade to grade.  The difference 
between MME to college grades and the remainder of the consistency rates is to be expected 
for two reasons.  First, the rates that are based solely on student achievement scores are high 
because the classifications are being made on the most similar constructs: achievement on two 
standardized tests of the same subjects. These rates should be higher.  Second, the rates for 
grade 11 are based on less similar but still related constructs: achievement on standardized 
tests versus college grades in related subjects.  These rates should be lower. 
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Attachment B 
Comparison of Impact of Old and New Cut Scores 

  
The percentages of students reaching proficiency targets (i.e., scoring in the upper two levels) 
with the old cut scores and the new recommended cut scores are presented in comparison in 
Figures B1 through B4, respectively for Mathematics, Reading, Science, and Social Studies. 
 

 
Figure B1. Comparison of 2010-11 Percentages Meeting Mathematics Proficiency Targets Using 

Old Cut Scores and Recommended New Cut Scores. 
 

 
Figure B2. Comparison of 2010-11 Percentages Meeting Reading Proficiency Targets Using Old 

Cut Scores and Recommended New Cut Scores. 
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Figure B3. Comparison of 2010-11 Percentages Meeting Science Proficiency Targets Using Old 

Cut Scores and Recommended New Cut Scores. 
 

 
Figure B4. Comparison of 2010-11 Percentages Meeting Social Studies Proficiency Targets 

Using Old Cut Scores and Recommended New Cut Scores. 
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Attachment C 
 

Retrospective Impact of Recommended Cut Scores on 2010-11 School Year MEAP and MME 
 
Although it is recommended that the new cut scores be put in place for the 2011-12 school 
year, the impact the new cut scores would have had had they been in place for the 2010-11 
school year is instructive.  Had the recommended new cut scores been in place for the 2010-11 
school year, the impact would have been as delineated in Figures C1 through C4 for 
Mathematics, Reading, Science, and Social Studies respectively. 
 
The same labels as are currently in use remain in use for MEAP and MME: Not Proficient, 
Partially Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced.  The upper two categories are considered “on 
track” for success in the next level of education (and are thus displayed in green tones), while 
the lower two categories are considered “off track” (and are thus displayed in red tones). 
 

 
Figure C1. Retrospective Impact of Recommended Cut Scores on 2010-11 MEAP and MME 

Mathematics. 
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Figure C2. Retrospective Impact of Recommended Cut Scores on 2010-11 MEAP and MME 

Reading. 
 

 
Figure C3. Retrospective Impact of Recommended Cut Scores on 2010-11 MEAP and MME 

Science. 
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Figure C4. Retrospective Impact of Recommended Cut Scores on 2010-11 MEAP and MME 

Social Studies. 
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Attachment D 
 

Comparison of Approximate Percent Correct Scores Needed to Pass the MEAP and MME with 
Old Cut Scores and Recommended New Cut Scores 

 
To demonstrate further the need to set more rigorous cut scores on the MEAP and MME, the 
approximate percent correct scores needed to pass the MEAP and MME using both the existing 
cut scores and the recommended new cut scores are presented below in Figures D1 through 
D4, respectively, for Mathematics, Reading, Science, and Social Studies. 
 
Note that the percent correct passing scores are approximate.  This is because the difficulty of 
the MEAP and MME vary slightly from year to year and form to form because different items 
are presented on the test each year.  To compensate for this slight variation from year to year, 
test equating is conducted, resulting in slightly different percent correct cut scores from year to 
year and form to form. 
 
Also note that even with the new recommended cut scores, the percent correct scores needed 
to achieve proficiency range from the high 50s to the low 80s with the majority in the 60s.   The 
differences from grade to grade and subject to subject arise because of differences between 
the tests from grade to grade and subject to subject.  
 

 
Figure D1. Approximate Percent Correct Scores Required to Pass MEAP and MME Mathematics 

with Existing and Recommended New Cut Scores. 
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Figure D2. Approximate Percent Correct Scores Required to Pass MEAP and MME Reading with 

Existing and Recommended New Cut Scores.  
 

 
Figure D3. Approximate Percent Correct Scores Required to Pass MEAP and MME Science with 

Existing and Recommended New Cut Scores. 
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Figure D4. Approximate Percent Correct Scores Required to Pass MEAP and MME Science with 

Existing and Recommended New Cut Score. 
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